This paper analyses the way in which the image, masculinity and sexual identity of Elvis Presley have been recently culturally deployed by particular social groups. It explores the way in which the image of Elvis is used by lesbian drag king performers who try to queer the cultural stereotypes which form the basis of the social regulation of gender roles; and the use of Elvis's image by the U.K. fathers' rights campaign group 'Fathers 4 Justice' as a sign of unthreatening familiarity to support traditional heteronormative ideas of masculinity and gender roles. These cultural reappropriations of Elvis raises questions for contemporary understandings of sex/gender and sexuality; as the motto of the San Francisco based Elvis impersonator 'Extreme Elvis' suggests, "Every generation gets the Elvis it deserves". KEYWORDS: drag kings, Elvis, gender, masculinity, performance, sexuality.
I. Introduction
The legal regulation of sex/gender is one of the most obvious ways in which sexuality and sexual identity are subjected to formal social control. For example, the legal status of sex/gender has recently been debated in the public domain in the U.K. in the context of new legislation governing transgendered people (the Gender Recognition Act 2004) and same-sex partnerships (the Civil Partnerships Act 2004). However regulation of sex/gender is not only achieved through legislation, but also through social regulatory systems which introduce and perpetuate sex/gender norms, including cultural representations and images which support hegemonic norms of sex roles and gendered behaviour, and undermine non-dichotomous or queer alternatives. It is in this sense that I would argue that law is "not radically distinct from culture and politics, but is simply one of a number of ordering mechanisms and is thoroughly imbued with the dominant philosophies"
1 . Engaging with law therefore means engaging also with the social regulatory norms underpinning law, since these norms may in fact have a much more direct and immediate regulatory effect on the self than the positive laws they construct and are constructed by.
The discussion that follows focuses on a particular example of socio-political and cultural conflict over the regulation and meaning of sex/gender and, implicitly, I will argue that these re-appropriations of Elvis have both shored up and also undermined traditional constructions of sex/gender and sexuality. One might say that this is not surprising given this particular moment in the genealogy of sexuality and sex/gender, which appears to be marked by fierce debate over the social practice and meaning of sex/gender, including masculinity, as discussed below. In that sense, similar strategies can be used by very different social groups to support competing and even antithetical notions of how sex/gender should play out in cultural and political life. While many LGBT groups across the globe are campaigning for formal legal equality and civil rights such as the right to marry or adopt children, there is an ever-burgeoning radical queer and performative politics of sexuality focusing on for example intersexuality and transgender issues, highlighting also the importance of the relationship between these radical political movements and other critical political actors such as feminists and queer theorists. 5 Similarly, while masculinity is reasserting itself through for example the formal equality claims of fathers' rights groups such as Fathers 4 Justice, it is also clear that, as Collier argues, traditional roles for men in society generally as well as in the family are contested and in flux. 6 In this socio-political context then, it is perhaps unsurprising that battles are waged over the representation and meaning of certain cultural images of sex/gender.
The motto of the San Francisco-based Elvis impersonator 'Extreme Elvis' is: "Every generation gets the Elvis it deserves". 7 My aim in this paper is to examine the Elvis currently invoked in this particular moment in the evolution of sex/gender and sexuality discourse and politics, and to argue that this tells us something about the based on a photograph that is not an "original" but is a publicity still. His multiple copying of a copy "celebrates and redeems the everyday repetitions in our lives". 12 We recognize Elvis, then, primarily through his culturally mediated image, and in this sense there is a level of confusion between reality (the embodied Elvis) and Elvis as purely cultural image/representation. He is known, familiar, and yet unknown, unreal.
As Patty Carroll has said:
"Elvis is someone with whom many people relate very directly. The power of Elvis, it seems, is that he manages to inhabit these various mythologies and images simultaneously. 33 And these various and apparently 'contradictory'
interpretations of Elvis are also evident in the array of contemporary re-appropriations of his image. Rodman suggests that the image and music of Elvis have been used to 32 Garber, 'Cross-Dressing', p. 169. 33 Rodman, Elvis, p. 41. , and yet can also be performed.
Performativity and performance
Gender is… a construction that regularly conceals its genesis; the tacit collective agreement to perform, produce, and sustain discrete and polar genders as cultural fictions is obscured by the credibility of those productions -the punishments that attend not agreeing to believe in them; the "construction" compels our belief in its necessity and naturalness. 43 For Butler, gender is performed in the sense that it is a "stylized repetition of acts" rather than a concrete stable and immutable identity, 44 "a set of repeated acts within a highly rigid regulatory frame that congeal over time to produce the appearance of substance, of a natural sort of being". 45 Gender is not about choice, but about the reiterated citation of a norm or ideal. And this reiteration and citation is compulsory in the sense that one does not qualify as a girl unless one repeats the performance of femininity.
46 Therefore, according to Butler, there is no actual or real pre-existing gendered identity which exists before discourse, since there is no pre-discursive subject, and there is no such thing as real or unreal gender/gender identity. 47 There is no "doer" behind or outside of gender but only through gender. This is performativity.
Performativity cannot be reduced to single acts of performance by drag kings. However these individual performances are significant in their own right as challenges to heteronormativity. In the context of the argument here, masculinity cannot be seen as natural but as continually (re)constructed through repetition. Therefore masculinity can also be disassociated -dismembered -from the male body. This is achieved through practices of performance, such as those demonstrated by drag kings. In terms of the relationship between performativity, gender and sexuality, Butler also emphasises that there is no correlative, linear line between sex, gender, sexuality, fantasy, performance 43 and practice. Some of these things may line up together to give a "coherent" picture of the self, but some may not. Lived experiences of sexuality always exceed the gender performance, because there are always aspects of sexuality which are not expressed, which do not appear and "which, to some degree, can never appear". 48 Butler is however careful to distinguish performance, in the context of drag, from performativity:
Performance as bounded "act" is distinguished from performativity insofar as the latter consists in a reiteration of norms which precede, constrain, and exceed the performer and in that sense cannot be taken as the fabrication of the performer's "will" or "choice"; further what is "performed" works to conceal, if not to disavow, what remains opaque, unconscious, unperformable. The reduction of performativity to performance would be a mistake. 49 Butler explains that gender identities are often parodied by individual performances such as drag, cross-dressing, and the playing out of lesbian butch/femme identities. notions of masquerade, playful repetition and parody; she maintains that if all gender is masquerade then surely it must be impossible to distinguish between parody and real, so that there is no real, and "thus the revolutionary potential (of such parody) must be lost".
52
Jeffreys simplistically reduces performativity to "traditional gay male cultural forms with lesbian role-playing added in for balance". 53 Her critique of the concept typifies a particular kind of misunderstanding of Butler, which views performativity as being about choice, and about "swapping gender" at will. 54 This critique of performance and performativity is misplaced, and underestimates the potential for practices, such as drag, to challenge heteronormative notions of sex/gender. Indeed, the fact that there is no real is entirely Butler's point.
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Indeed for Butler, drag, parody, lesbianism and homosexuality are not copies of heterosexuality, but rather heterosexuality and homosexuality, masculinity and femininity are all copies of an idealized notion of a naturalized heterosexuality. 56 In fact, "gender is a kind of imitation for which there is no original". 57 Heterosexuality is only "natural" in as much as it is repeated over and over, and therefore, the more drag or homosexuality "expropriates" and co-opts these gender "norms", the less regulatory power will reside in heterosexuality, and the more its "claim to originality Thus what drag does is contribute to the hegemonic norms even as it calls them into question. This kind of "double gesture" is common in Butler's understanding of performativity, where our repetitions can both underpin and subvert gender norms simultaneously. 68 Still, drag has tremendous potential to aid us in the project of interrogating normative constructions of sex/gender 'reality'. 69 Indeed, one might argue that these kinds of theatrical performances are especially interesting and important for an understanding of contemporary legal and social regulation of sex/gender and sexuality, because the performance of sex/gender in our everyday lives is the very stuff of which law is made. The notion that gender is performative is not simply rooted in an analysis of social practices that are abstracted from law -these citational and reiterated gender norms that Butler refers to are also firmly embedded in the letter and practice of laws as well as social practice. Consider for example, the issues faced by trans women who use women's bathrooms but who are often, in the cases that come before the court, perceived to be men. 70 For these women, the every day 'performance' of turning up in a space where one is not expected, thus defying the embodied practice of normative categories such as sex/gender, occasions both legal and social sanctions. As Julie Lassonde has explained: "most of everyday law is conducted performatively and not in writing. Our daily life interactions are embodied. They do not need to be recorded on paper to be effective". 71 Drag king performances therefore enable us to question the social regulatory norms underpinning the hegemonic binary sex/gender system, but also the laws that construct (and are constructed by) those norms. of sex/gender and sexuality. Women dressing as men -wearing wigs, suits, facial hair, prosthetic penises and the like -underscore the most salient and socially recognisable markers of masculinity whilst simultaneously demonstrating that these characteristics are not "natural" but can be appropriated, performed. These practices decouple masculinity from the body, and hence from nature. In this way, 'kinging', as opposed to camp drag, focuses on the de-authentication and denaturalisation of masculinity:
Whereas camp reads dominant culture at a slant and mimics dominant forms of femininity in order to produce and ratify alternative drag femininities that revel in irony, sarcasm, inversion, and insult, kinging reads dominant male masculinity and explodes its effects through exaggeration, parody, and earnest mimicry.
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Drag king performances are copies of socially constructed identities -copies with no original. Further, the fact that Herselvis herself has impersonators emphasizes that these women are playing with the 'reality' of gender, refracting gender through a series of parodic lenses. Drag kings reveal the performative status of gender because their performances as men are not wholly convincing (nor are they intended to be) because a single bounded act of performance cannot take the place of multi-layered, repetitive prescriptions of gendered behaviour. Indeed the imperfect replication provides the parodic humour of the performance. 72 Halberstam, 'Oh Behave!', p. 428.
There is an additional layer of complexity within a drag king's choice of Elvis as a role-playing model which confounds heteronormative understandings of sex/gender in a way that other impersonation or drag king performances do not. Elvis is arguably not the most macho, butch role model of masculinity, since the image of Elvis is also open to be read as feminine -pretty, delicate, shy and vulnerable -all traditionally characteristics associated with women. 73 Garber also claims that like women, Elvis is merchandized, objectified, commercialized -it is no coincidence that both Elvis and female can precede the noun, impersonator. 74 So, in impersonating Elvis, are drag kings impersonating a female impersonator?
Following this train of thought, Marjorie Garber, examines Elvis's own performances,
reading Elvis as what she calls an "unmarked" cross dresser, one whose glittering vestments and make-up onstage, show him to be challenging traditional boundaries between masculinity and femininity. 75 Although this might seem "counter-intuitive"
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-Elvis is not a female impersonator and would never have been perceived as transvestite -Garber demonstrates, through analysis of his clothes and trademarks, a latent unconscious transvestism (and therefore a fundamental challenge to gender norms) which is in fact central to his success: make-up, jewelled clothes, pearls, his gold lame suit, spangles and rhinestones. In his early days of performing concerts he dyed his hair (the well known shock of black wavy hair was in fact brown) and was known to wear eye make-up -a fact that apparently rather disconcerted his concert organizers. 77 what they call a "twin track strategy based around publicity and press", and the aim of the group is: "Raising awareness through publicity 'making the injustice visible' and mobilising a 'dads army' -applying pressure to the system and MPs to bring around meaningful change and enforce the will of Parliament". 89 The group explicitly intimated that they were fashioned upon a peaceful, direct action approach: "Fathers 4
Justice advocates peaceful non-violent direct action based on the Greenpeace model with a dash of humour thrown in for good measure. F4J's campaigns can be seen as one form of reaction against these shifts in gender relations, and a response to the perception that men's discrete spaces within the family (and the workplace) are currently under siege.
Performing Masculinity Through Fatherhood
The actions of F4J then, are significant. Collier stresses that these kinds of men's groups should be taken seriously, not least because they tell us something about "changing configurations of gender". nowhere in law to express these real feelings of anger and frustration. Law is, in essence, a place for rational argument devoid of emotive demands for justice or compassion. 102 Connell and Messerschmidt contend that: 'Without treating privileged men as objects of pity, we should recognize that hegemonic masculinity does not necessarily translate into a satisfying experience of life". 103 The sense of "loss and vulnerability" 104 experienced by these fathers as a result of shifts in perceptions and meanings of fatherhood, of malehood itself, cannot be voiced in the legal arena.
Therefore we should not be surprised, says Collier, when men turn to F4J for a community based direct action campaign where they can perform in public their most inner felt, unheard and explosive emotions. That is not to say that these men are not anti-feminist in their politics, only that F4J and similar groups do not come about through what Collier calls a "uni-directional form of power". 105 And yet, while reactionary, the practice of these men, coming together to challenge the letter of the law as well as judicial practice with regard to the custody of children, is in itself challenging to at least some traditional views of masculinity, in that it is based on empathy and strongly emotive homosocial bonding. 106 Their group campaigns also nudge into view similar meetings of male Elvis fans gathering at conventions and fan club gatherings. Duffett describes the intense emotional response (many call it love) to Elvis that is experienced at these fan meetings which is not sexual but creates deeply felt bonds. 107 Collier likewise describes the strong and real emotions (this time stress, anxiety and anger) that drive campaigning fathers to gather together to challenge the law. 108 As in Elvis tribute meetings, these emotions provide the basis for "legitimate solidarities". 109 And like the Elvis fan club members, on one level the men involved in campaign groups like F4J are contradicting a traditional paradigm of masculinity in that through highly emotional and vulnerable homosocial bonding activities they confront certain norms of hegemonic masculinity.
In their respective spaces then, Elvis fans and F4J each finds a space to perform a particular kind of masculinity which in some sense undermines heteronormativity, Elvis can be twisted, queered, for many purposes, and that it is just as likely to be used to shore up binary categories of sex/gender/sexuality as it is to challenge them.
We cannot tell in advance whether and how images, theories, approaches and strategies will be re-appropriated by different groups. Images and signs are therefore neither good nor bad in themselves, but rather can form the basis of many varied strategies. As Herman has pointed out, "all strategies… are potentially available to all those seeking it". 120 In the words of Foucault, the point to emphasize is that "not everything is bad, but that everything is dangerous, which is not exactly the same thing as bad". 121 It is also possible that we can understand, from the performances of both drag kings and F4J, multi-layered readings of Elvis that exceed even the intentions of those who deploy his image.
One may be tempted then to suggest that Elvis is operating here as something of an empty sign that could be filled with and used to promote or represent almost anything at all (as may also be suggested by Warhol's depictions). However Rodman rejects this idea; he sees Elvis's image as intimately bound up with deeply embedded and often contradictory cultural myths, and therefore too rich to be fully understood as a "blank slate". 122 Arguably then, the essence(s) of Elvis can never be fully captured by the reappropriation of his image through the activities and practice of social groups;
ultimately Elvis remains tantalisingly out of reach. The plurality of images of Elvis is not bad, then, but rather, as we might be led to believe from his celluloid rebellious image, potentially enabling and challenging, and yet also potentially conservative and reactionary -i.e. dangerous.
It is in this latter conservative sense that F4J are building on rather than confronting traditional sex/gender roles, and to this extent it seems fitting that they have deployed the most mainstream and unthreatening of the Elvis images. However there is an irony inherent in the fact that these battles over the definition and place of masculinity in society are being played out through the issue of fatherhood, where Elvis is used as a role model for the campaigning fathers. Elvis and Priscilla Presley divorced when Lisa Marie, Elvis's only child, was 4 years old, and by the time she was 9 he was dead. Elvis, it seems, was/is the quintessential absent father (despite the claims of some fans that he is still alive and possibly working in a fish and chip shop 123 ). It is somewhat paradoxical then that F4J would embrace Elvis as their front man in their campaign for increased post-divorce contact rights with children.
V. Conclusion
Has Elvis left the building? His image and persona live on, not just for fan club members but also for those wishing to use his image to communicate something about sex/gender/sexuality, and particularly the contested nature of masculinity. This appears to be a moment in the genealogy of sex/gender/sexuality where there is humour, play, and yet also for some confusion and crisis over sex/gender categories and norms. Contemporary social relations are characterized by the increasing empowerment of women and serious challenges to traditional forms of masculinity, in the family, the workplace and in intimate relationships. As Halberstam puts it, there has been a "sea change in sexual mores and in gender norms". 124 The last decade or so, one might say, has been marked by an anxiety about sex/gender/sexuality and the questioning of masculinity and appropriate gender roles for men. This is demonstrated by, on the one hand, the actions of F4J who campaign for what is essentially a discrete place and role for fathers, at the centre of family life, based on heteronormative ideals of sex/gender, and on the other, the performances of drag kings who exploit, confuse and ridicule -indeed queer masculinity. Both practices respond to, as well as construct, the decentring of masculinity and heteronormativity within social relationships.
In this moment Elvis has proved to be a productive site for challenging, negotiating and yet also perpetuating contemporary heteronormative sex/gender/sexuality categories. As Taylor and Laing said in the 1970s, "an analysis is needed not only of rock music's genres and signifying practices, but also of their relations to the proliferating discourses around sexuality". 125 Simon Frith in his work rejected the idea that any performer could have one unambiguous meaning, because individuals are always recognising themselves as "gendered subjects" prior to listening/watching. 126 In that sense, the reception of any image, including Elvis, cannot be "read off the surface of the text".
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Talking about his relationship with fame at a press conference in 1972, Elvis said:
"The image is one thing and the human being is another, it's very hard to live up to an 124 
